This is an essay about the way intellectuals contributed to reshaping cultural memory in Austria after the Second World War. By cultural memory I mean collective memory of the cultural past, of the creative achievements of a society, in this case the achievements of writers. At the center of my story are five intellectuals trying to make sense of the significance of Austrian literature and the Austrian cultural past, usually in a mode of advocacy, both recalling and creating a cultural past for the tiny postwar republic. Cultural memory of this kind is both collective, in the sense of repeating what is known and accepted, and individual, in the sense of being actively selective and inventive.3 I am concerned here primarily Luft with five cultural commentators who helped to shape understandings of Austrian literature in the early years of the Second Republic:
Heimito von Doderer (1896 Doderer ( -1966 , Friedrich Heer (1916-83) , Ivar Ivask (1927-92) , Herbert Eisenreich (1925-86) , and Herbert Seidler (b. 1905) . These intellectuals developed a view of Austrian literature that contributed to discourse about Austrian national identity by both expressing and refining Austrian understandings of their cultural past. In my discussion of their work, I concentrate on five texts that defined the concept of Austrian literature between 1955 and 1970. I write as an intellectual historian, trying to clarify postwar understandings of Austrian literature. I want to locate both the theorists and the stories they tell, to work for more understanding of the concept of Austrian literature-both its historical origins and its geographical and institutional limits.4 Recent historical scholarship has encouraged us to think of national identity and historical traditions in terms of their retrospective invention by modern writers and theorists. In the case of the Second Austrian Republic, national identity became a preoccupation for intellectuals in ways that unmistakably indicated the invention of national traditions by political and intellectual elites.' Peter Thaler makes clear in The Ambivalence of Identity that in the postwar years Austrian elites were hard at work convincing their fellow Austrians that they were, and always had been, quite different from Germans. An important dimension of this rhetorical endeavor was the development and clarification of the idea of a distinctively Austrian literature. It would be tempting to argue that the concepts of national identity and Austrian literature were both created in the immediate aftermath of the Second World War. But the most important work on Austrian national identity appeared in the 1980s-as the yield of a long public discussion that did not win broad support for the idea of an Austrian national identity until the 1970s-while the works that crystallized the concept of Austrian literature appeared between the end of Allied occupation and 1970.6 It is remarkable to see how many of the most important critical formulations of the concept of Austrian literature appeared in the decade and a half after the state treaty that ratified Austrian independence in 1955 . The principal contributions to this conceptualization were Heimito von Doderer's "Athener Rede: Von der Wiederkehr 2 Studies in 20th & 21st Century Literature, Vol. 31, Iss. 1 [2007] Nadler shaped these arguments further in the early twentieth century.' But the decisive period for the creation of the contemporary concept of Austrian literature was the decade and a half after Austrian independence. The recurring theme of the commentators I discuss here is that the field of German literature has been conceived in a way that cannot do justice to Austrian writers. They were influenced by public discussions, and they contributed to shaping public discourse about memory. I see their work as a stage in a process of understanding rather than as timeless statements of historical relationships.
Since the eighteenth century the concept of German literature has been tailored to fit a particular model of the kleindeutsch (little German) nation, an approach that was actually reinforced both by the experience of National Socialism and by the postwar division and reunion of (little) Germany. To Austrian ears, any attempt to discuss Austria in this context sounds like grossdeutsch (greater German) nationalism if not National Socialism. Meanwhile, Ger-man critics rediscover from time to time that their favorite German writers come from another country: a decade after the essays I discuss here, Ulrich Greiner could still note the delightful anomaly that half of German literature in the twentieth century came from Austria (11).1° At the same time, it is often hard to say whether the main problem for Austrians is that they are ignored or misunderstood or (mis-) Doderer wrote an essay on Anschluss in 1954, but the Anschluss he had in mind was "the connection to the depths of the ages:'" He argued that 1918 had represented an exaggerated effort to break with the past in order to begin anew in a way that was not possible. He believed that the years between 1938 and 1945 had intensified Austrian consciousness to such an extent that the attempt to restore the First Republic had gone far beyond its intended object. Instead, Austrians had recovered something more fundamental and enhanc-ing in their relationship with the past that could now break through into the future.
For Doderer the Austrians were a German people who had borne the responsibilities of a supranational great power throughout the modern period; as a result, Austrian national consciousness was characterized by its "supranational structure." He argued that Austrian national consciousness was "not so dependent on a superficial concept of land and people. This nationality is of all nationalities the least material" (242). And he contended that an "Austrian who understands his situation must still be very happy today about every single Croatian or Magyar peasant in Burgenland, about every Slovene in southern Carinthia: but the Croatian, the Magyar, and the Slovene need not feel this way at all . . ." (242-43). Doderer made explicit what was often lost in later appropriations of this theme: that Austrians are, for the most part, Germans, but his view also explicitly defied any attempt to locate Austria on the map or to discuss it empirically, and his account recalls Robert Musil's view that Austrian culture had never been acknowledged by the other nationalities of the Monarchy. Doderer argued that the sixteenthcentury synthesis between Austrian and Spanish traditions had created "not only a great power, but also an immaterial situation which has outlived it" (243). After the separation of the many peoples from their original center in 1918, what remained was a "specifically Austrian way of existing-as one of the German peoples, yet gifted with an utterly enormous capacity for assimilation, even integration" (243) .12 Even Doderer believed that the ideal balance of Austrian supranationalism had been lost by 1918, but he wanted to recover this sense of identity for the Second Republic. For Doderer, supranational consciousness was Austrian national feeling understood correctly, although German Austrians had often forgotten this and Doderer himself had managed to be an enthusiastic German nationalist in the 1930s.
Friedrich Heer was a key figure in the formation of understandings of Austrian literature although he was an intellectual historian rather than a literary historian. He presented one of the most important accounts of Austrian literature, and one that did not repress the experience of National Socialism but responded very strongly to it.° His essay "Humanitas Austriaca" (which appeared in 1957 and 6 Studies in 20th & 21st Century Literature, Vol. 31, Iss. 1 [2007] not mention the problems of location that are implicit in this selection, and he is not much concerned with the political and institutional changes and geographical realities that underlie the notion of an Austrian literature. He is thinking in terms of the grouping of aesthetic objects-German, Austrian, and Swiss-and he assumes that these categories have some national meaning. Eisenreich was himself an Austrian writer and strongly committed to the theme of national identity-and to arguments that seem dated and unsatisfactory today. He argues that the distinctive quality of Austrian literature and national identity is "creative mistrust," that is, "the effort at distance" and objectivity (106-08), and his account distinguishes five generations of Austrian writers, beginning with Grillparzer's and ending with his own.
Eisenreich identifies an alternating pattern within the Austrian tradition. Thus, Grillparzer's founding generation was followed by 10 Studies in 20th & 21st Century Literature, Vol. 31, Iss. 1 [2007] (1964) . Joseph Strelka, in his "Von Wesen and Eigenart der 6sterreichischen Literatur," emphasized the difficulty of defining such an essence for any literature, but he also pointed to "the historical reality of the sublime ethos of Austrian literature."" Although Strelka saw the methodological problems inherent in defining any national literary tradition as distinct from others, he was obviously drawn to approaches that emphasized the way in which Austrian literature expressed the multinational Monarchy as a whole. His essay is in some respects an explanation of the difficulty of defining Austrian literature, although his view follows the contours of what Heer, Ivask, and Eisenreich argue.
Scholars who wrote about Austrian literature in the early years of the Second Republic were coming to terms with their generation's experience: the end of empire and the challenge of creating something new. It is difficult to convey the range of claims about the Austrian essence that appears in essays from these years or the contradictory assertions of an impressionistic criticism. But these tendencies were prominent until about 1970 and have never entirely disappeared from Austrian characterizations of themselves and their intellectual history. In a recent essay on Austrian nationalism, Ernst Hanisch emphasizes the perils of attempting to describe what is distinctive about Austrian culture. He comes close to capturing this rhetorical approach in his characterization of the Austrian press service view of music from 1948 to 1957, although the scholarship on Austrian literature did not go quite so far: "The Austrian-European aristocrat of the mind-so we are informed-activated Gothic imagination, Hellenic esprit, the Celtic passion to give form, and Slavic seriousness in order to create the wonder of Austrian mu-
In 1970 Herbert Seidler presented a mature statement of the field which was close to the work of Walter Weiss and explicitly resisted simple advocacy of Austrian ideology.° His excellent and remarkably non-ideological article "Die osterreichische Literatur als Problem der Forschung" shows the emergence of a more disinterested perspective that reflected back on earlier work. He begins by emphasizing the historical variability of the term "Austrian?' and he makes clear that what we ordinarily refer to as Austrian literature is "written in the German language" (354). Seidler insists that the historical and linguistic experience of German-speaking Austrians is simply not comparable to the Netherlands or Switzerland (354), and he underscores the need for sobriety and objectivity in addressing the "ticklish" question of "the connections among language, community, and nation" (356) . Perhaps most refreshing of all is his call for scholars who actually know the wide range of languages that would comprise a truly multinational Austrian literature. The model of Austrian literature he develops is thoughtful, even shrewd, but Seidler, too, feels the impulse to generalize over broad historical periods during which the term "Austrian" changed its meanings in significant ways. In addition to sheer advocacy, it is this impulse to
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Studies in 20th & 21st Century Literature, Vol. 31, Iss. 1 [2007] Lavant (1915) . His fifth generation (his own) reached maturity after the Second World War and identified with "the grandfathers" of the early twentieth century: Jeannie Ebner (1918) , Mar len Haushofer and Doris Miihringer (1920) , Ilse Aichinger and Irmgard Beidl-Perfahl (1921 ), Fredericke Mayrocker (1924 ), Ingeborg Bachmann (1926 ), and Hertha Kraftner (1928 
